We thank Drs. Sabour and Ghassemi for their thoughtful comment. Indeed, in most (if not all) studies on visual acuity (VA), since a gold standard is lacking, data can be summarized only in terms of reproducibility (and/or variability), and never as accuracy. However, since this study is a computer simulation, we were able to initially define a true VA, and thereafter run the simulation multiple times and obtain measured VAs [1, 2] .
In this study, accuracy was defined as the difference between the mean of the measurements and the reference (true) value for each chart. Reproducibility was defined as test-retest variability between consequent runs. Figure 3 in the article depicts improved accuracy up to seven characters, flattening thereafter, and shows that separate curves exist for odd vs. even numbers of characters per row [2] .
We fully agree that accuracy and reproducibility are separate issues, and feel that this is one of the few studies on VAalthough not without limitations-permitting a glance at accuracy, rather than being limited to reproducibility.
